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Abstract: In the early eighteenth century county elections were an important means by which the political stability and legitimacy of the Augustan and Hanoverian political structures could be ensured. However, whilst the high politics of the era is well documented there has been little or no serious investigation of the electors. The significance of the county voters in the political system was recognised by contemporaries who saw the 'forty-shilling freeholder' as the guardian of the nation's liberty. To the historian, the importance of the voters hinges upon whether they had any measure of independent political action.
	This paper illuminates the role of the voters in their relationship with the politicians in five townships of the West Riding of Yorkshire in the early eighteenth century. It maintains that to fully understand voting behaviour, and to assess the deference-participation models of political action, a more holistic approach needs to be taken. This involves linking socio-economic information about individuals to their voting records. Such an analysis shows that a substantial subset of the electorate had the socio-economic standing to show a great degree of political independence. Thus, once the politicians forced an election they became involved in a wider nexus of responsibilities which gave the forty-shilling freeholders a measure of political power.
I
Although politics and the management of elections in the eighteenth century have received much treatment from historians, the study of political action in shire elections has tended to focus upon the politicians.​[1]​ The importance of the voters in their relationship with local political managers has, until recently, been neglected. Phillips noted that not only were there too few county contests to make an in-depth analysis of the voters worthwhile, but in any case, 'it is less the sheer number of county voters which deters the electoral researcher than the quality of the information about them'.​[2]​ This perception underpins the earlier argument of Vincent who had stated that:

voting in the counties was much more related to the pattern of landownership and of traditional territorial influences than it was to occupation [as has been argued for borough constituencies]. Analysis of the county vote by occupations would not be wrong exactly, but it would tell a very small part of the story. So the impossibility of such an analysis may be accepted with a good grace.​[3]​

	Thus, the models of political action which have been developed, notably deference and participation, have sought to divine whether the voters had any say in the legitimacy of Augustan and Hanoverian rule in terms of the voting behaviour of blocks of voters - for instance townships and villages. There has been little qualitative or quantitative work undertaken in order to find out who the voters were, and why they voted as they did.​[4]​ There are three arguments to contend with here: firstly, that there are simply too many voters to analyse in any depth; secondly, that the number of voters that can be located in time and space by linking deeds, wills, rentals, and other estate information to voting records is so small that it will not generate results that have any wider relevance; and thirdly, that there is too little quality information contained in the voting records to allow a meaningful analysis to be undertaken.
	However, it is the contention of this paper that a more holistic approach needs to be taken towards analysing political motivation in county elections in the eighteenth century. In order to understand the diverse nature of enfranchisement in unreformed England, one has to develop an understanding of who the freeholders, as the voters, actually were, and the contexts in which they lived.
	Notionally the enfranchised freeholder was a man who voted by right of freehold property that was worth forty shillings per annum clear of all taxes. This also encompassed the possession of a particular office, for example a clerical benefice, as well as annuities, leases for lives, or the control of a mortgage. These men were the bedrock of the county community precisely because of the eighteenth-century elevation of property to a sublime position within society. The marquis of Halifax stated that 'the interest of the county is best placed in the hands of such as have some share in it'.​[5]​ A share in the land of the county would show a higher political consciousness and entail a recognition of the importance of property in its relationship to liberty.
	In itself this emphasises the importance associated with county elections. Swift maintained that 'the truest way of judging the dispositions of the people, in the choice of their representatives, is by computing the county elections'.​[6]​ Such contests were the weather vane of the nation and of crucial importance in Walpolean Britain, despite the fact that there were very few shire elections after the Septennial Act was passed in 1716, and consequently very few runs of poll books that can be analysed to explore the whims of the voters. The importance of shire elections in giving property the opportunity to legitimise or oppose a political outlook meant that any shire elections became crucial to the political nation.
	The importance of the voters in the political system hinges upon whether they had any independent political action or impact. Were they relatively free to vote as they wanted, or were they subservient to the needs of their social superiors? These issues depend upon the amount of pressure which could be placed upon an individual voter. O'Gorman and Speck have both argued the case for a community of interest at the polls.​[7]​ The basis of O'Gorman's thesis has been that the patronal classes had weak levels of control, whilst the influence of public opinion could prove crucial in shaping the actions of the voters from particular areas.​[8]​ Speck concurs and has stated that 'the bulk of the electorate...were as firmly committed to the Tory or Whig side as were their Members of Parliament'.​[9]​ In this model participation was a major force at the polls; thus, any community ties, obligations, and rights that existed in a village were transferred to the hustings.
	The counterpoint to such an argument denies the autonomy of the voters at the polls and stresses the freeholders' lack of political impact beyond that which was controlled by local élites. Historians such as Clark and Colley, expressing essentially Namierite predilections, have regarded the role of the electorate as vastly over-stated by other recent investigators. Namier had written that 'the possession of land in counties and boroughs...carried with it considerable influence in Parliamentary elections through the pressure which its owners were able to exert on their tenants'.​[10]​ Clark has gone beyond this and denied the electorate any measure of political importance beyond that allowed by rival magnates.​[11]​ Colley concurs and has noted that 'complete independence was enjoyed by a minority of voters'.​[12]​
	The generalisations that are made about the voters are only natural because of the nature of the evidence available. The paucity of information contained within shire poll books makes it difficult to enrich our perceptions of who the voters were. Beyond this, factors such as migration, and economic and demographic swings, tended to disperse not only individuals, but also the nominal records which were created about them. These issues, once taken together, hamper the development of any true picture of electoral politics before 1872.
	However, several recent commentators have posited that poll books need to be linked to life-cycle and landholding sources 'to create a multi-dimensional picture of these "freeholders" and so relocate them within the contemporary socio-economic context in which they lived.'​[13]​ Baskerville, O'Gorman and Phillips, among others, have questioned the nature of both borough and shire electors, by relating them to their locale in an attempt to understand the influences acting upon these men.​[14]​ In particular the debate has shifted to look at 'the identity and socio-economic standing of the "forty-shilling freeholder"'.​[15]​ This context-situated approach is useful from two standpoints: firstly, to rescue the voters and the unenfranchised from an impotent limbo, to stress their importance in the political process; secondly, building from this, to emphasise the view held by many among the eighteenth century political nation that the 'forty-shilling freeholder' was the guardian of the nation's liberty.
	Any underpinning of the voting behaviour of individuals and communities with socio-economic information can only divulge a fragment of their motivational make-up. One can only judge whether an individual possessed enough social or economic independence to allow him political freedom at the polls. Without diaries and correspondence it is impossible to judge wider motivations, and the lack of such qualitative material for the lives of the individual electors must qualify any survey that marries political sources to the local socio-economic context. Despite these problems, a more holistic approach should enable one to go beyond the generalised claims that have been made, in order to give a fuller picture of political motivations. For instance English has noted, for the East Riding, that 'All the great landowners had some control over their tenants' voting, and voters in their immediate neighbourhood.'​[16]​ This may be self-evident but it does not further our knowledge of the nature of this control.
	Thus, the relationship between the voters and the politicians needs to be given more depth and clarity. Whether the study of a single county or region will translate to the national level is a moot point; to an extent eighteeth-century politics was a very local affair. In fact, by altering the emphasis to look beyond traditional political sources to estate and administrative records this becomes more self-evident. The variety of land tenures and customs becomes huge for even one region. Nevertheless, this study of five townships in the West Riding of Yorkshire, across the shire elections of 1708 and 1734, and the by-elections of 1727 and 1742, gives the possibility of assessing the role of the voters in the political process in a variety of settings, but within the same political compass. In a burgeoning manufacturing area, where a number of socio-economic factors were important, it is possible to locate indicators of deeper political motivations. One can evaluate who the voters were, and address their capability for political autonomy.
	Moreover, in the close-knit world of eighteenth-century local society the nature of community action at the polls becomes clearer. Much of the argument that develops from the five case studies which follow will argue that one can talk in terms of voting communities in Yorkshire at this time. These were bounded by a sense of political fellowship and shared beliefs that were acted out critically at the polls, and which were underpinned by socio-economic custom and commonality.
II
The first point to make is that because there are and were so many variations in the geography and economy of the West Riding towns, it is little surprise that there should be a massive local diversity in terms of the background to voting behaviour. The need to develop a more complex view of voting, to see it as a political act in a wider personal and communitarian environment, necessitates the need to study such variations.
	The importance of local considerations was nowhere stronger than at Hatfield. This was a lowland agricultural township eight miles north-east of Doncaster. It bordered on Lincolnshire and Nottinghamshire, and had a large area of common land which had been drained by Dutch immigrants in the seventeenth century. Joseph Hunter noted that the land was 'level almost as the sea itself'.​[17]​ The town numbered between 20 and 31 voters at each election in the early eighteenth century.​[18]​ Whilst the Hearth Tax records of 1672 noted 211 households, there were 350 families in Archbishop Herring’s visitation returns of 1743.​[19]​ Thus, a crude approximation gives Hatfield 1 voter for every 22 families at the 1742 county by-election.​[20]​
	The manorial framework of Hatfield was important to the functioning of local society. The manor included 8 other townships, and its lords were the viscounts Irwin.​[21]​ These men were strong in the whig cause throughout the period and were active at every election except that of 1708 when the new lord was a minor. At this poll, the 31 voters cast their votes in eleven different combinations.​[22]​ However, not until 1742 did the influence of Irwin appear to tip the balance in favour of the whig party. In 1727 the tories had 16 voters to the whigs' 14; in 1734 there were 15 opposition party voters, 13 government whigs, and 4 splitters; only in 1742 did the whigs win out, by 17 votes to 10.​[23]​
	This fractured voting may have had much to do with the franchise in this town which developed through common right. The independence which this gave bolstered the widespread antipathy in the area towards the interference of Irwin in social and economic matters. Prior to the 1695 election Abraham de la Pryme noted that the common at Hatfield 'is freehold unto us, and the Lord has nothing to do with it'. Moreover, 'the common-free inhabitants that made above forty shillings a year of their common did, according as formerly, swear themselves worth above forty shillings a year freehold and accordingly polled'.​[24]​ In a case of trespass which occurred in 1737 it was noted that 'time out of mind [there] hath been an antient custom to wit that the respective Tenants and occupiers in west field...have inclosed and separated such of their part of the sd common field...and to hold and enjoy the same...free from any common of pasture.'​[25]​ This is a fascinating insight into local electoral right with its basis resting in the drainage of the area in the late 1620s and early 1630s.
	In May 1626 the crown and Cornelius Vermuyden came to an agreement about draining the level. By 1629, after a series of disputes and riots, which indicate that the area had a history of direct action against and opposition towards the local landlord, Vermuyden covenanted 'that he will convey to the tenants of the said manors such portions of the recovered lands as had been assigned to them in respect of their common'. There then followed a further series of disputes concerning the upkeep of the drainage and the conveyed lands, beyond the ruling of the council of the north in support of the tenants' rights.​[26]​
	This acrimonious history of fighting for common rights continued in the eighteenth century, and the focus in this later period fell upon certain local tories. In an argument running from 1726 until 1758, which focused upon the common land, Irwin questioned the landholding rights of the inhabitants.​[27]​ He had a turnpike erected on the common at Stainforth, which provoked a riot and subsequent prosecution that exacerbated the splits within the township. Dr Perkins felt that the riot 'was a jest'; he believed that no grand jury would have supported the rioters 'had not Sir William Wentworth been foreman (he...did it out of party principle)'.​[28]​ An opposite opinion came from Thomas Perkins after certain inhabitants of the manor signed a submission to Irwin. He wrote, 'What power he may now have I can't tell...His Majesty K: Charles ye Ist wd not at least...have done a contrary thing.' This was a powerful analogy to make, and clearly tempers were fraught. However, Perkins felt confident as 'we are very well assured that ye common is ours by Deed'.​[29]​
	There was a perception that the riot, which took place around the time of the 1727 by-election, was being used as a political tool. Certainly, the three men from Hatfield who were prosecuted alongside the Stainforth rioters all returned to cast opposition votes in 1734, and two cast for the tory, George Fox, at the by-election of 1742. Certain whigs were upset by the fact that the constable of Stainforth, one of the rioters called John Green, was attempting to include the defendants' costs in the constable's accounts. Cornelius Dickinson claimed that he was charged three pounds instead of his usual five shillings per annum because he stood against 'the Combination and Confederacy' of 'the whole town'.​[30]​
	There was a strong sense of community action and local loyalty that appeared to be beyond deference to the local squire or landlord. Although aware that because Irwin leased lands on yearly leases '[he] may take the advantage to deprive us of 'em',​[31]​ this did not alter the actions of the community. The very fact that the commons were crucial to the economies of the small farmer, and the feeling that the local balance of power lay with the community rather than the lord, may have fostered this. In an action in the Court of Exchequer in 1752 concerning Irwin’s enclosure of the common and access to the River Dun, one deponent noted that ‘it has always been the general opinion and belief of the whole manor and neighbourhood that the tenants of lands belonging to the lord had no right of common.’​[32]​ As Kerridge has noted, 'the lord was no more above the custom than the monarch was above the law', and the commoners seemed well aware of this fact in Hatfield.​[33]​
	 In 1739, Jonathan Parish, who hoped to be made the local schoolmaster, had written to Irwin asking for his favour. Parish reported that 'by making Lord Irwin my friend [I] had made all my Neighbours my enemies'.​[34]​ Concerning the schoolmaster's appointment, the local curate Marmaduke Drake, hoped that 'they were wiser than to be led by ye nose by a Lord'.​[35]​ These men seemed unlikely to defer to any man shy of the monarch; thus, political control may have been illusory at best for a man like Irwin in this situation.
	This confident air was induced by the strength of the community's common right, which was far from the novelty that Irwin implied it was. One seventeenth-century commentator noted, 'by often iteration and multiplication of the Act, it becomes a custom: and being continued without interruption time out of mind, it obtaineth the force of a law'.​[36]​ Similarly, one agrarian historian has written that common field government 'held the village together',​[37]​ so that the support for local common rights gave the community a sense of security. In the case of Hatfield this common usage was a form of social, and potentially political cement. Agrarian usage impinged upon the shire franchise and would have added to the difficulties and differences of political control. This would have been more so if those who enjoyed the vote by common right saw Irwin's actions as an attempt to impoverish them.​[38]​
	The commons were crucial for rearing sheep, oxen, horse and pigs, as well as providing thatch, bricks, and sundry extras which bolstered the local economy. Moreover, if the commons were crucial to the psychological and personal well-being of the individual and the community, then its defence was all-important no matter whom the attacker. The commons gave the individual and the community a chance to live of their own and to survive a dearth. They also gave the chance to have an economic independence that underpinned political autonomy. All this stemmed from what appeared to be enclosure and enfranchisement by consent in the seventeenth century.
	Across the township there was some fealty towards Irwin and the whigs. Timothy Moor was a tenant of the manor house in the 1690s and declared that he would never 'undervalue his lordshipps interest'. Moor's life-long whiggery was not a means of escaping censure, however, and in 1725, after he failed to answer for debts outstanding to Irwin, he was told he would be sent for 'in a manner as shuffering and deceitful men ought to be'.​[39]​ As a minor tenant, and a loyal supporter, Moor made for an easy target.
	Other inhabitants were major landowners in their own right and could probably have got away with political disobedience in any context. John Hatfield leased 265 acres from Irwin in 1729, paying £67.0s.0d rent, whilst Cornelius Dickinson rented 131 acres, paying £25.0s.0d. Such twenty-one year leases were also taken up by 5 other voters who rented between seven and thirty-six acres.​[40]​ However, it is noticeable that the two leasees who were tories in 1727 did not vote at the next two polls when Irwin was more active. Whether this was due to coercion from above is impossible to say, but with the inhabitants of the manor enjoying the common right of 3,217 acres the bulk did not fear such pressure.​[41]​
	In 1736, 6 inhabitants of the town, 3 government whigs, 2 opposition supporters and a split voter from the 1734 poll, owned between 100 and 300 acres.​[42]​ As 2 also rented from Irwin, these men were clearly substantial local figures, able to improve their own lands and to act for themselves. Their immediate local importance may have been mirrored by a level of political influence. It has been noted that in such villages as Hatfield 'the squire and parson had unshakeable authority'.​[43]​ Although Irwin was loathed in certain sections of the community, with these other major landowners in the locale there was plenty of scope for social fractures to impinge upon politics.
	Very few of those who voted appear to have purchased other lands. In fact, the only land transactions confirmed were between large landowners and they named 15 tenants or occupiers. These tenants were men who owned substantial acreages in the area anyway, and 4 also rented from Irwin.​[44]​ In 1707 a rental of Irwin's lands showed 8 men who had polled in 1708 or thereafter.​[45]​ All-bar-one cast at least 1 whig vote although the split nature of the votes is noticeable. With party organisation weak at this election these men could satisfy themselves, and any local opinion leader, by splitting their votes.
	There is little evidence about the value of the land in the township, although in the 1690s much of Irwin's land was valued at twenty shillings per acre.​[46]​ In 1707 his rental included 8 voters who were paying out a minimum of £14.0s.0d. a year in rent. His rental for 1748 gives an average value of land in the town as 5s.6d. per acre.​[47]​ If the common land was as valuable as this rented land then the voters would not have had to be particularly large landowners in order to poll. However, bearing in mind the size of the township population, only a small number of men polled, and these may have been the most economically important inhabitants. That the franchise was set at forty shillings ought to have enfranchised a substantial number of men, but without an estate map of the common land this is impossible to judge.
	An analysis of occupations backs up the perceptions of Phillips and Vincent about the nature of the available evidence. Of the 121 Hatfield voters in these years, occupations were found for 53, and 32 of these were styled 'gentleman', or called 'Mr' or 'cleric'. A further 13 were noted as 'yeoman' or 'husbandman', whilst 8 were retailers or manufacturers.​[48]​ As a yeoman in one context would have been a gentleman in another it is impossible to judge the local social and economic importance of these men. However, the land was clearly vital socially or economically, and that they actually voted may have given them a certain self-assurance.
	The nature of the franchise for Hatfield was questioned in 1742 when the voters were said to be 'all copyholders'.​[49]​ Previous to this there had been few queries made about the rights of the voters; in 1727 6 voters' rights were questioned but only three reasons were given: the first voter's land was allegedly 'not worth 40s.'; another had apparently not paid the necessary taxes; and the last was said only to have common land.​[50]​ In 1734 6 voters were objected to because of a lack of a freehold worth forty shillings, and a lack of assessment.​[51]​ The tory objection in 1742 may well have been because the town now had a whig majority.
	Several pertinent points about the franchise and political action are raised by this study of Hatfield. The importance of community at this time emphasises the difficulties involved in pin-pointing the political driving force behind individual voting actions. However, the strength of local antipathy to Irwin, and the shared belief in the value of the common land shaped political action. Similarly, there was the strength of custom and usage in terms of the variations in the franchise. As Langford has pointed out 'faith in local procedures was deeply entrenched'.​[52]​ These factors become more central to the theme of this paper when one considers the politics of Guiseley.
III
A strong sense of community and political action can be seen at Guiseley throughout the period in question. This township lay on the watershed between the rivers Aire and Wharfe, on low-lying agricultural land approximately six miles north-north-east of Bradford and nine miles north-west of Leeds. The lack of a strong water supply meant that it would never develop into a major cloth producing town; however, small farms allowed for a dual economy where clothiers held small pockets of freehold land - most of which was pasture.
	Guiseley had over 30 voters at each of the 1727, 1734 and 1742 elections, and switched allegiance from whig at the first of these polls to opposition and tory thereafter. The town also boomed from thirty-two households in 1672 to over 500 families in 1743.​[53]​ Whether this huge rise was due to inward migration, a lower age of marriage, or increased fertility is unclear, but even accounting for source-errors there was a huge increase. If the information in Herring's visitation returns is reasonably accurate then there was 1 voter to every 17 families in 1742.
	There was something of a seismic shift in the politics of the manor of Esholt and Guiseley which occurred in 1719 upon the death of the lord of the manor, Sir Nicholas Sherburn of Stonyhirst in Lancashire. Prior to this, Sherburn had owned lands in 9 West Riding townships. In Esholt, his 12 tenants held leases for years; however, in Guiseley 25 held for lives, whilst 12 held for years and 7 held at will.​[54]​ None of the leaseholders for lives voted at the election of 1708, when only 3 Guiseley residents did so. This offers an interesting counterpoint to the evidence of objections made in 1734 to the voters of Farnley Tyas, Lingarths and Slaithwaite. Allegedly, these West Riding freeholders had good votes because they had 'sufficient freehold by leases for life by Sr Arthur Kaye made thirty years ago'.​[55]​ In 1708 either the men of Guiseley did not perceive themselves as enfranchised or they could not get to the poll.
	Sir Walter Calverley should have bought the manor for around £32,000, however he fell very ill whilst treating Lady Sherburn in London and the 'Tenants at Esholt and Guiseley stept in and bought Esholt and Guiseley...'.​[56]​ Four of the tenants, all called 'yeoman', purchased the Manor for £13,800 'upon and subject to such Trusts to convey to the respective Tenants of the said Duke [of Norfolk, the executor] the severall farmes and Tenements by them Respectively occupyed...'. This stimulated a frenetic period of purchasing, as 38 men registered acquisitions of land.​[57]​ It is difficult to work out an average size of holding as some deeds do not register the number of acres, simply the number of closes or nothing at all. However, those that did record acreages varied from Hugh Marshall who bought fifty acres to Francis Pigot who bought three and a half acres. In all, 20 of the 31 voters at the 1727 by-election were involved in this first wave of purchases, and by the time of that poll all except 5 of the voters had registered purchases of land in the deeds registry at Wakefield.
	The level of community involvement that was generated by this socio-economic upheaval probably explains the voters' unity at the polls in 1727, when 27 men cast for the whigs. Of the other 4 voters, 1 was a tenant of the local tory, Sir Walter Calverley, 1 was the tory rector, Henry Wickham, another a local gentleman, and the last remains unknown. In all, 61 different men polled at the four elections, and when one considers that at each of the last three there were at least 31 men who polled each time, then the low turnover of voters becomes an issue. This was a close-knit community - all except 1 of the voters lived in, or within five miles of the town. Also important was the fact that several families appear to have dominated the voting; in 1727 the Baileys, Barrets, Marshalls, Myers, Popplewells, Rhodes, and Walkers provided 19 out of 31 voters. In 1734 they provided 17 out of 39, and in 1742 17 out of 38 voters.
	This level of stability amongst the electors of the town helps account for the consistency of the Guiseley voters at the polls. At the latter two elections the town switched to the opposition then the tory cause, so family and neighbourhood conceivably shaped local loyalties. Certainly, of the 61 different voters in this period, 45 had purchased their land or received it from their fathers. Even lesser freeholders appeared capable of holding their own, and they translate one commentator's belief that 'for most estate families the purchase of property was a major avenue of productive investment' to this lower social level.​[58]​
	In fact, as King states for the parish of Calverley which lay next door to Guiseley, the most important men in that township were the freeholders and middling clothiers. These were men who owned fifteen acres or more of land and paid at least forty shillings worth of tax.​[59]​ Small landowners would be classed as those holding between five and fifteen acres, and paying between eight and forty shillings in tax. Although much of the landholding information does not include actual acreages, the impression which the deeds give is that the bulk of the voters in Guiseley were in these primary status groups.
	In terms of occupations, 11 men were classed as clothiers or involved in cloth manufacture, whilst 20 were husbandmen or yeomen. There were also 3 carpenters, 1 blacksmith, 1 tanner, 4 gentlemen, 2 clerics, and a parish clerk; however, the occupations of 18 men could not be located. These figures indicate that just as landownership appears to have been important for the clothiers, a dual economic status may have existed among the yeomen.
	The demand for land certainly met supply and between 1719 and 1742 the voters of Guiseley were involved in at least 153 land transactions. Thus, despite the low turnover of voters, the market in land was very dynamic and landholding was a patchwork of interests.​[60]​ In this climate, any measure of political control over these self-made men would have proven difficult.
	Nevertheless, the switch away from the whigs after 1727 needs explanation. Sir Walter Calverley had a substantial influence in the area; in 1710 he noted how he 'had the Freeholders of Yeadon, Guyeslay, Menston, Hawkesworth, Baildon, Shipley, Idle, Eccleshall, Bolton and Calverley-cum-Farsley, at an entertainment...'.​[61]​ In fact, 2 of the voters in 1734 were tenants of Calverley, William Myers renting £21.5s.0d. worth of land, and James Brown renting £12.10s.0d. worth.​[62]​ However, that each owned land in Guiseley and was spending substantial sums on rents indicates a personal economic freedom that would have negated the influence of Calverley.
	At least 10 voters rented land in these years and 7 of these did so from their neighbours. The acreages that they rented possibly affected their political perceptions. David Rhodes was renting £20.0s.0d. per annum from the whig Sir Walter Hawkesworth, and this appears significant in pushing him towards the whigs in 1734. However, upon Hawkesworth's death in 1739 his lands passed to trustees, including Sir Walter Calverley, and Rhodes's vote in 1742 consequently switched to the tories.​[63]​ Of the other 9 voters, 5 rented lands worth between £4.5s.0d. and £10.16s.0d. per annum from Hugh Marshall, the aforementioned local landowner.​[64]​ He polled whig in 1708, for the opposition in 1734, and tory in 1742; in 1727 4 of the 5 tenants polled whig, whilst in 1734 the 4 who polled all gave opposition votes. This convergence suggests a unity of thought which Marshall, as an important local figure who was accumulating land and status throughout these years, possibly focused.
	A local observer at the 1742 by-election canvassed 43 possible voters.​[65]​ Of these men, 8 were said to be under the influence of Calverley, whilst 6 were under that of the local whigs, Sir Walter Hawkesworth and Mr Hitch. These latter men did indeed gain 4 votes for the whig, Cholmley Turner in 1742. However, there were two other important factors; firstly, the presence of the local cleric, Henry Wickham, who was said to have influence with 16 men, 13 of whom polled for the tories; secondly, a community-wide feeling that the opposition would best represent the needs of the town. A shared set of beliefs focused on the excise crisis is difficult to substantiate without clear evidence. Despite this, the almost wholesale switch of votes in 1734, the clannish continuity in terms of landholding, and the level of community action in terms of purchasing the manor, indicates that the over-riding sense of political behaviour is one of local autonomy, upholding a community of integrity and interest which may have been driven by the excise.
IV
A more complex and differentiated pattern of interests is visible in the other three townships under scrutiny, Addingham, Dewsbury and Rawden. Rawden, lies two miles from Guiseley and the township had between 4 and 17 voters at the four elections. Apart from in 1727 when it was whig, the township was always split in its voting behaviour. Compared to Guiseley there was a much slower population growth, from fifty-five households in 1672 to ninety families by 1743. Thus, by 1742 Rawden had around 1 voter for every 10 families.
	As Hudson has noted, in this area there was 'a complex plurality of manorial rights and estate ownerships.'​[66]​ This complexity and the shifting nature of landholding makes any inferences about the influences acting upon the voters difficult to assess. Hudson goes on to state that the family was 'the most powerful agent of social control and discipline.'​[67]​ Indeed, if one looks at the fact that Rawden only had 1 voter who voted by right of land that was more than two miles from the town, the influences on these voters would probably have been locally generated through interpersonal relationships.
	Within the town the Marshall family appear to have been of major social importance. They owned land in Bingley, Guiseley and Yeadon as well as Rawden. Hugh Marshall purchased fifty acres as well as forty-three closes in Guiseley between 1719 and 1728,​[68]​ and held at least nineteen closes and twelve acres in Rawden.​[69]​ Despite being the most active of his family in the land market, he was still styled 'yeoman', clearly a rather generic term. However, given that his sons, Hugh and Jeremy, were in different political camps at each election, the nature of his wider influence can easily be overstated.
	Again, Sir Walter Calverley had a measure of importance, as 3 voters in 1708 were his tenants. Each of these men was paying a rent of between £19.4s.0d. and £36.0s.0d. per annum, which were significant sums. These men, along with another of Rawden's 10 voters, paid free rents to Calverley, and being free tenants of the lord may have been their entitlement to vote, rather than through the ownership of freehold land.​[70]​ Whilst all 3 who rented land cast 1 tory vote, for Lord Downe, they also gave 1 vote for the independent whig, Thomas Watson Wentworth. That these men were free tenants and paid large rents to Calverley probably made them feel sufficiently independent to cast 1 vote for Downe and one for the candidate of their own choice. Calverley favoured the joint-tory campaign and would not have sanctioned such a split vote.
	The first of these voters was a woolstapler, another a yeoman, and the third was of unknown occupation. These appear to be relatively minor men, however the occupational information available masks a wider social and economic gravitas. An undated source relating to the land tax includes the names of 4 of the voters at the 1708 poll, including the 3 Calverley tenants.​[71]​ They were assessed at £1.10s.0d., £2.0s.0d., £5.10s.0d. and £10.10s.0d.. With the rate of taxation running at four shillings in the pound, this made these men more than self-sufficient, in which case it is no surprise that they may have given 1 vote for Calverley's first choice, and kept one for themselves. Here, a strong mix of local paternalism, and support for community values appears evident.
	Calverley also owned a quarter of the manor of Rawden after 1718. The remaining parcels ended up in the hands of William Robinson of Rokeby, William Smith, the rector of Melsonby and Daniel Foxcroft of Cambridge, Massachusetts.​[72]​ This split in the manorial jurisdiction may have influenced the voting behaviour of the town, which although favouring the tories always had a large minority of whig votes. Quite what was the influence of this split jurisdiction on John Holden, a local woolstapler, is interesting. Not only did he rent from Calverley, but he farmed land in each of the four quarters of the manor as well as renting seventy-five acres of Sarah Dixon.​[73]​ Renting this amount of land attests to a personal wealth and drive that would have allowed Holden to feel quite able to vote as he desired, which was tory.
	As every voter in the town except 4 was involved in a land purchase in these years, a defined and split local ideology, rather than landlord-tenant influence, appears to have been at work. This is more so when one considers that a canvass of 1742 only pointed to one influence in Rawden, that of Calverley.​[74]​ He was said to hold the votes of 3 men, 2 of whom polled tory and 1 whig. That this one dissentient was Hugh Marshall's son shows that a measure of local economic security engendered political independence, and that 'influence' was a very subjective concept.

	These myriad local influences were mirrored in Addingham where there were several major landowners, notably John Stanhope, Sir John Jennings and the earl of Thanet. These men showed some partiality to the tory or opposition cause generally, but there is no evidence that they did so specifically in Addingham. In fact this is the problem with much of the evidence for these towns in this period; for whilst certain men like Calverley were socially and politically active, there is little information to suggest that they were of major political importance in these specific places. This tends to push any analysis towards local, community-based determinants.
	Hence, Addingham again appears to demonstrate a complex interaction of economic and social factors. This was a mainly agricultural town in the worsted manufacturing region of the West Riding which lay on the river Wharfe, in the gateway to the dales. It stood thirteen miles north-north-west of Bradford and fifteen miles north-west of Leeds, on land which lay below 500 feet. The presence of the Wharfe made the use of water mills vital to the economic life of the township.
	In electoral terms, Addingham had over 30 voters in 1727, 1734 and 1742 and switched allegiance from whig in 1727 to tory thereafter. In 1672 there were eighty-five households in the township and in 1743 there were around 100 families.​[75]​ This latter figure indicates that there was around 1 voter in 1742 for every 4 families, a very high ratio of political involvement given the fact that these voters were not limited to a set group of families. Across all four elections, there were 61 voters from this township, 35 of whom only voted once. Of the voters, 36 were located as having purchased land and 4 others were located as tenants.
	George Myers, a local gentleman, held some sway in the township. He made several purchases of land before 1709 when he began to be noted as 'gentleman' rather than 'yeoman', and in 1715 he purchased the manor of Long Addingham, alongside 120 acres of the common.​[76]​ By this time he had also purchased the mill and kilne, 'and also all the token tolls, customes dues dutyes suites and services of all the freeholders and inhabitants'.​[77]​ Myers polled whig in 1727, when two of his tenants, John Fieldhouse and William Bell, did not poll.​[78]​ In 1734 when Myers did not vote, these men polled for the Opposition. Perhaps they were no longer tenants, or they may have reacted to the fact that their landlord was no longer politically active.
	The level of landlord politicisation is difficult to assess. A rental of Miss Coates includes 6 voters who rented on average £4.19s.8d. of land from her.​[79]​ In 1734 all of these men were opposition supporters and in 1742 the 5 who polled were all tories. However, 4 also purchased their own land prior to these elections and, with the tenor of the town switching towards the tories in 1734 and 1742, their votes may not have depended upon any fealty towards Miss Coates.
	The fact that many of these voters purchased their own land points towards a measure of independent thought and deed. One woman who wished to sell her property in the late seventeenth century noted that 'Those that knows it doth say that ther is not better land for quantaty betwixt [here] and Yorke'.​[80]​ Whether it was of equally high quality and therefore value is unclear. Despite this, many of these freeholders were middling landowners, holding between twelve and twenty-six acres.​[81]​
	Of the 61 Addingham voters only 2 were noted as 'gentlemen', although 20 were apparently 'yeomen'. Although the occupations of 28 men remain unknown, the bulk of the land was held by farmers. A few of these were also tenants and a few may have shown loyalty towards a local landowner like Myers or a major non-resident landowner like the earl of Thanet. Once again, however, these men were far from being mere forty-shilling freeholders or in a penurious situation. The turnover in landholding, the number of men polling only once, and a local feeling which generally worked against the whigs, were all important. Certainly, despite that party's protestations in 1742 that 'not more than seven will be [tory]', they lacked a major local organiser and any sense of support within Addingham.​[82]​

	This was also the case in Dewsbury and yet the whigs were more successful there throughout this period. Dewsbury had 26 mainly tory voters in 1708, and split its voting thereafter, when over 30 men polled. Unfortunately there is no population information for Dewsbury in 1743, although there were 103 households in 1672.​[83]​ Given the burgeoning size of the other cloth-producing towns in this era, there is no reason to suppose that Dewsbury had not also increased its population.
	Akin to Hatfield, Dewsbury was a town where manorial influences, rather than guilds or a corporation, were the important feature. This was primarily due to the fact that Dewsbury was growing on the back of the expansion in the cloth industry, and in particular of heavy woollens. It lay on the undulating lowlands near the Pennines, five miles east of Wakefield and seven miles north-east of Huddersfield, and was served by the river Calder. Again leasehold and copyhold farms allowed for a dual economy to develop. As Hudson has commented, the 'leasehold and copyhold land of the clothier was a vital element in the viability of traditional structures...a mark of prestige and standing in the local community'.​[84]​
	It has been noted that there was 'more freedom in towns which had persisted under manorial control and so avoided the companies and guilds and corporation control of medieval towns.'​[85]​ Certainly, the influence of the rectory manor of Dewsbury tended to give more freedom for action because in 1718 it passed from the Murgatroydes, who were local tories, to the Richardsons, a London-based family.​[86]​ Of the 23 men who are known to have been copyholders of the manor under Murgatroyde, 19 gave tory votes in 1708. After that election, however, of the 16 men who polled again, only 7 were still tory voters, whilst 6 had switched to the whigs, and 3 split their votes in 1734.
	Each manor had its own system of usages and customs which could not be ignored. One copyholder, Thomas Webster, attempted to 'reduce the same [his copyhold] into a perfect Estate of Inheritance in Fee Simple', but his land was seized as this was against the custom of the manor. In 1712 he again had land seized when attempting to make a twenty-one year lease of his land, which was then forfeited.​[87]​ Clearly, in Dewsbury the creation of freeholds or copyholds by inheritance from the manor could not be allowed and any right to vote would be by land held in fee simple. Webster’s constant attempts to enfranchise or secure his lands went against the local norm, and as such the local community, focused at the manor court, defended its perceived interests.
	Local political control was not aided by the fact that 76 of the 126 voters from Dewsbury between 1708 and 1742 only polled once. Furthermore, the major local figures who were also customary tenants of the manor, Sir Joseph Armitage, and later his son George, and George Savile, appear to have had no tenants in the town.​[88]​ In fact, 27 men were also tenants of 9 local men, and 16 of these tenants voted the same way as their landlords.​[89]​ One of these landlords, John Murgatroyde, was a major local figure who owned at least 444 acres in seven other local townships besides his Dewsbury lands.​[90]​
	In all, 11 voters were free tenants of the manor and these men were split between the two parties.​[91]​ Although they also owned other lands, the very fact that they were free tenants, of huge importance in a strong manorial structure, may have given them more local kudos. However, it is difficult to estimate their political and economic independence without knowing whether they rented other lands; this may have altered their political perspective.
	The importance of any landlord in Dewsbury was tempered by the fact that 19 voters were noted as 'clothier', 15 as 'yeoman', and 13 as 'Mr' or 'gentleman'. The number of clothiers hints that many such men were renting land, possibly to ward off the problems of trade fluctuations, and their dual occupations may have added to their sense of autonomy at the polls. This does not imply a sense of shared belief amongst these occupational groups, but the low number of yeomen alongside the high rate of purchase of land in the town indicates that areas like Dewsbury had a demand for land from urban groups. Certainly, Roebuck has noted that farmland adjacent to urban areas tended to be more profitable than that in rural districts, and alongside the fact that freehold land prices were rising at this time, the dynamic market in land points towards a wider personal independence.​[92]​
	Local knowledge allowed both parties to claim to have located bad votes in the town in 1734. The Government whigs found 7, although only 2 owned land in Dewsbury, whilst the Opposition party alleged that 5 votes were illegal.​[93]​ The supporters of the Opposition candidate Edward Wortley attempted to back up his accused voters. Of these men they were sure of the rights of the first, unsure of a further 4, whilst they could not locate another, and knew that the last held a long lease. This seventh elector allegedly owned land 'worth 50s. which is in proportion with other lands of 50s. which shows the value.'​[94]​
	That the election results of this period were so close in Yorkshire gave small freeholders like this a greater importance to the parties, which would then have increased their own sense of self-worth. In this way these men had a great political value within their own community which would have given them a strong bargaining position with the politicians. An interesting counterpoint is that few political organisers mentioned Dewsbury specifically in correspondence, thus indicating a town where political control would be difficult.
	One final influence was that of the local cleric. During vicar William Bowman's suspension, for printing a tract that the whig archbishop of York, Lancelot Blackburn, found offensive, the vicar of Batley, Mr Rhodes, was given the living. However, he was far from being a paragon of whig virtue himself, for although he 'promised his own vote' to the government party, it was reported that he 'makes all the interest he can against them.'​[95]​ To the whig hierarchy this was intolerable because he had been presented on the whig archbishop's favour. It also indicates the importance of controlling all the possible avenues of influence in a town. In this case, just how much sway the vicar had is unclear, but he had the politicians a little worried.
V
Overall, any socio-economic overview of the shire electorate has to acknowledge the disparate local contexts that affected the voters. In the West Riding cloth towns, social and cultural factors, such as kinship ties and community action, were crucial economic and political motivators. In fact community also appears to have played a part in Hatfield in opposing Lord Irwin, however that township was heavily divided at the polls. Possibly, the unusual franchise, born of custom, lead to the creation of rival blocks at the polls.
	The proximity of freehold land to the townships stimulated a demand for land in those areas. Whether landownership helped to alleviate the problems of trade fluctuations is unclear, but the fact that the West Riding textile townships included many clothiers for whom the ownership of land was important, indicates that these were independent men of relatively substantial means. Moreover, the dynamism of the land market in some areas, and the static nature of the voters in places like Guiseley, indicates the importance of freehold land both socially and economically. Many voters were self-made men, or like George Myers at Addingham and Hugh Marshall at Rawden, were seeking to improve their socio-economic status. Equally, that the ratios of voters to inhabitants was so low, except in Addingham, suggests that those who polled were a relatively privileged section of local society. In early eighteenth century Yorkshire, the floating voter was of crucial importance.
	A fundamental point to recognise is that many of the voters at these elections owned substantial amounts of land. Moreover, if any voters rented they were often wealthy and influential enough to act independently of their landlord. Very few men were compelled to poll as their landlords did. That so many owned their own lands, and that landownership was so fractured, made political control awkward. It simply was not possible for local landowners to brow-beat such men to the polls. This is not to say that some voters were not compliant out of ideological or socio-economic need. There is also a point to be made about the fact that politics was nothing without a clash of interests from above. However, the relationship between the politicians and a large subset of the electorate was fragile and conditional. Once the politicians drew the battle lines they were involved in a wider nexus of responsibilities. With this in mind it is hardly surprising that the politicians had to expend so much energy and money to gain an election.
	These findings also show that the more we know about individual voters the less confidence we can have in generalised voting behaviour. It is fundamental for political historians to see the value of a more holistic approach towards analysing voting behaviour. Such an approach helps our understanding of the period in two interconnected ways. Firstly, one becomes aware of the methodological barriers to record linkage and the need to understand the specific situated context in which they occur. This aids the historian’s own awareness and underpins the second level of understanding, which addresses perceptions of what was affecting electoral motivations in particular areas. This more fully illuminates the fault lines in the deference-participation dichotomy; in fact such neatness disappears.
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